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DETAILED ACTION 

This communication is responsive to an RCE, filed 08/29/05. 

Claims 1-2, 4-10, 12-18, 20-24, and 30-31 are pending in this application. Claims 1, 9, 
17, 30 and 31 are independent claims. In the communication, claims 1, 9, 17, 30, and 31 are 
amended; claims 3, 11, 19, and 25-29 were previously cancelled. This action is made non-final. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

1. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S. C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1-2, 4-10, 12-18, 20-24, and 30-31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Singer et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,314,473 Bl) in view of Funches et al. (U.S. 
Patent No. 5,305,160), and further in view of Standi et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,601,168 Bl). 

As to claims 1,17, and 30-31, Singer teaches a method of providing acoustic 
management in a computer comprising: 

receiving from a user instructions regarding a selected acoustic level via an 
interface (e.g., col. 6 lines 33-45, and figs. 4-8); 

using an acoustic level bar and a computer input device for selecting a desired 
acoustic level (e.g., col. 6 line 33-col. 7 line 15, and figs. 4-8); 
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Singer teaches a percentage of a maximum possible acoustic level, the acoustic 
level selected (e.g., col. 6 line 33-col. 7 line 15, and figs. 4-8); however Singer does not 
teach a dial to indicate the levels. It is well known and would have been obvious to 
modify a digital level indicator to an analog dial indicator or vice versa to improve the 
visualization when working on different screen layouts; 

Singer teaches adjusting an operational level of at least one subsystem of the 
computer to achieve the selected acoustic level (e.g., col. 3 line 65-col. 4 line 13, col. 6 
line 33-col. 7 line 15, and figs. 4-8); and Singer also teaches a current system setting of a 
hard disk drive in the computer, the hard disk drive including a plurality of preset seek 
profiles, each having a known acoustic level (Preview mode may also be pre-set to 
execute automatically each time the GUI settings are altered, e.g., col. 8 lines 43-46 and 
fig. 4, it means the preview mode is pre-set to a certain level (threshold) on each disk 
drive based on the user previously defined, and the pre-set level will be saved/stored in 
the computer memory as the preset data file (profile) to be automatically run to compare 
the preset data and the current data each time the values in the computer system are 
changed); and Singer teaches making corresponding adjustments by at least one power 
management system in the computer (e.g., col. 7 line 62-col. 8 line 8, and figs, 4-8), the 
system setting determining a power management level (Singer teaches the power 
consumption and power management level of the computer system can be adjusted via a 
controller, e.g., col. 7 line 62-col. 8 line 8, and figs. 4-8); 

however, the modified Singer does not teach performing a pre-test to determine 
current hard disk drive seek settings and current system settings. Funches clearly teaches 
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pre-test a disk drive to determine the actual performance of each zone in a RAM (e.g., 
col. 9 lines 54-67), and calibration routine is initiated by a system microprocessor 
whenever the computer is turned on (e.g., col. 10 lines 1-15). It would have been obvious 
to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to have the pre-test and 
the calibration to the current system and the hard drive of Funches to the acoustic level 
control of Singer to allow an operator to easily control, adjust, and monitor the 
performance of a computer system; 

although, the management system of Singer in view of Funches the pre-test to 
determine current hard disk drive seek settings and current system settings, the system 
still does not clearly mention performing a post-test to determine if further adjustment is 
desired. Stancil clearly teaches of changing/adjusting the speed of a device by constantly 
monitoring an audio noise and temperature of the system (Stancil, Abstract, col. 4 line 
44-col. 5 line 3). It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to have the post-testing or monitoring the system of Stancil to the 
modified system of Singer in view of Funches to reduce the audible noise and power 
consumption in a computer system (Stancil, col 1 lines 50-53, and col. 2 lines 8-9). 
As to dependent claims 2 and 18, Singer teaches the method of claim 1 further 
comprising: 

subsequent to the adjusting, demonstrating to the user the selected acoustic level (e.g., 
col. 8 lines 1-20). 
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As to dependent claims 8 and 24, Singer teaches prior to the receiving, displaying a 
graphical user interface for enabling the user to select an acoustic level (e.g., col. 3 line 65-col. 4 
line 13, col. 6 line 33-col. 7 line 15, and figs. 4-8). 

As to claims 9-10, they are the equivalent system claims of method claims 1-2 
respectively and are rejected under a similar rationale. 

As to claim 16, it is the equivalent system claim of method claim 8 and is rejected under 
a similar rationale. 

As to dependent claims 4 and 20, the modified Singer teaches the adjusting an 
operational level of at least one subsystem or build-in components of the computer (note the 
rejection of claim 1 above); however, Singer does not clearly teach adjusting the speed of an 
internal fan of the computer system. Stancil clearly shows adjusting the speed of fans in the 
computer system (Stancil, e.g., col. 4 line 44-col. 5 line 3). 

As to dependent claims 5 and 21, modified Singer in view of Stancil teaches the adjusting 
an operational level of at least one subsystem of the computer comprises making corresponding 
adjustments to overall operation of a portion of the computer to maintain a heat production level 
of the computer at a level that can be managed by the internal fan operating at the adjusted speed 
(Stancil, e.g., col. 4 line 44-col. 5 line 3). 

As to dependent claims 6 and 22, modified Singer in view of Stancil teaches the adjusting 
an operational level of at least one subsystem of the computer is performed using redefined 
power management levels of the computer (Singer teaches the power consumption and power 
management level of the computer system can be adjusted via a controller, e.g., col. 7 line 62- 
col. 8 line 8, and figs. 4-8). 
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As to dependent claims 7 and 23, modified Singer in view of Stancil teaches the adjusting 
an operational level of at least one subsystem of the computer comprises adjusting a speed of a 
peripheral bus, with corresponding adjustments to a speed of at least one peripheral device 
connected to the peripheral bus (Stancil clearly teaches of changing/adjusting the speed of a 
device by constantly monitoring an audio noise and temperature of the system, e.g., Abstract, 
col. 4 line 44-col. 5 line 3). 

As to claims 12-15, they are the equivalent system claims of method claims 4-7 
respectively and are rejected under a similar rationale. 

Response to Arguments 
3 . Applicant's arguments filed 08/29/05 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Applicants have argued and Examiner disagrees with the following reasons: 

The Examiner combines the references with defective in establishing a prima 

facie case of obviousness, and the Examiner does not show any suggestion, incentive or 

motivation to combine. 

In response to applicant's argument that the examiner's conclusion of obviousness 
is based upon improper hindsight reasoning, it must be recognized that any 
judgment on obviousness is in a sense necessarily a reconstruction based upon 
hindsight reasoning. But so long as it takes into account only knowledge which 
was within the level of ordinary skill at the time the claimed invention was made, 
and does not include knowledge gleaned only from the applicant's disclosure, 
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such a reconstruction is proper. See In re McLaughlin, 443 F.2d 1392, 170 
USPQ 209 (CCPA 1971); and in response to applicant's argument that there is no 
suggestion to combine the references, the examiner recognizes that obviousness 
can only be established by combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art 
to produce the claimed invention where there is some teaching, suggestion, or 
motivation to do so found either in the references themselves or in the knowledge 
generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Fine, 837 
F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988) mdln re Jones, 958 R2d 347, 21 
USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, Singer, Funches, Chari, and Standi 
are in the same computer hardware field, which mainly deals with the power 
consumption, hard drive speed, cooling fan, etc., to coordinate the setup how to 
max the performance and min the cost of power consumption in order to help the 
user to feel more comfortable in long hours of using the system with less noise 
from the system hardware. 

Conclusion 

4. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

Ott et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,926,386) teach controlling the speed of the fan by 
detecting the audible noise and temperature of the system (col. 5). 
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Futawatari (U.S. Patent No. 6,360,185 Bl) teaches using microphone to detect 
then constantly adjust the fan to minimize the noise level during operating (cols. 1-4 and 
figs. 1-2). 

Radomski (U.S. Patent No. 6,507,790 Bl) teaches acoustic monitor, different 

settings, and adjusting levels (cols. 3-15 and figs. 1-2). 
5. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to True T. Chuong whose telephone number is 571-272-4134. The 
examiner can normally be reached on M-Th and alternate Fridays 8:30 AM - 5:00 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Weilun Lo can be reached on (571) 272-4847. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



True T. Chuong 
11/11/05 



